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□ This action is FINAL. 
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Claim 1 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing 
to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

The claim is vague and indefinite in that "during an injection" has no antecedent basis. 
There is no indication of where any "two detected voltage values" are obtained or what they 
represent. There is also a lack of structural co-operation between parts, e.g. how is "a switch 
connected in series with a voltage source and in a piezo-electric actuator ? That is to say what is 
meant by connected "in" a piezo-electric resonator? The computer is not related to the circuit in 
any meaningful way, it merely compares two undefined voltages in one operation and in a 
separate, unrelated event, responds to some threshold being exceeded. It is also not clear how "a 
supply lead" relates to the rest of the circuit. Is it a supply lead to the voltage source, the piezo- 
electric resonator, the computer, the measurement unit or what? Due to the above problems one 
cannot determine the metes and bounds of this claim. 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.G. 1 02 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 

Claims 1-4 and 9-1 1 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by Divljaklovic 

(765) and (947) and Reuger. 
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Each reference teaches detecting voltage in an injector to determine if it is operating 
properly. This is done by comparing measured values with pre-determined values via a computer 
program. 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth 
in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior 
art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5-8 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Divljakovic (765), 
Rueger or Divljakovic (947). 

As noted above, the references teach the basic fault detecting method but are not explicit 
as to shut-dov^n of an individual injector, all injectors or the entire system. Note the piezo- 
elements are routinely discharged a^ part of the normal operating cycle. The concept of shutting 
down a malfunctioning device (e.g. before more damage occurs) is so well known that to apply it 
to any specific machine would be within the skill expected of the routineer, - and would therefore 
have been an obvious conclusion to one of ordinary skill in the art as regards the operation of the 
Rueger or Divljakovic devices. 
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